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REMARKS 
General: 

Claims 1 and 3-26 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 3-13, and 15-22 stand 
rejected in the present office action. Claim 14 stands objected to. Claims 23-26 stand allowed. 
Claims 7, 8, and 13 are amended to adjust their dependencies. The specification has been 
amended to clarify the Frazier value. No new matter has been added by these amendments. 

Objections to the disclosure: 

The disclosure has been objected to because the Examiner believe that the meaning of the 
phrase "Frazier airflow resistance" referred to in paragraphs [0024] and [0025] is not readily 
apparent. It is submitted that the terms "permeability" and "resistance" are frequently treated as 
interchangeable. However, for clarity, the term "resistance" has been replaced with 
"permeability". Since these values simply refer to the material properties of the specific liners 
obtained from CS&S Filtration, which are identified by product number, no new matter has been 
added to the application. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to the 
specification is requested. 

35 U.S.C. § 112 rejections: 

Claims 1, 3-13, and 15-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph as 
indefinite, on the ground that the claims are incomplete because they do not recite that the axial 
ends of the inner and outer cages are closed. The rejection is traversed. "Breadth of a claim is 
not to be equated with indefiniteness." In re Miller, 441 F.2d 689, 169 USPQ 597 (CCPA 1971), 
cited at MPEP § 2173.03. The examiner's allegation that an essential element is missing from 
the claim goes to breadth, not clarity. 

Treating the rejection properly 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph as alleging undue breadth 
of claim, the rejection is still traversed. As is explained at MPEP § 2164.08, breadth of claim 
becomes an issue under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 only when the description does not enable those skilled 
in the art to make and use the full scope of the claimed invention. 

"A rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. 112 as broader than the enabling 
disclosure is a first paragraph enablement rejection and not a second paragraph 
definiteness rejection. Claims are not rejected as broader than the enabling 
disclosure under 35 U.S.C. 112 for noninclusion of limitations dealing with 
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factors which must be presumed to be within the level of ordinary skill in the art; 
the claims need not recite such factors where one of ordinary skill in the art to 
whom the specification and claims are directed would consider them obvious. In 
re Skrivan, All F.2d 801, 806, 166 USPQ 85, 88 (CCPA 1970)." MPEP § 
2164.08. 

Even if an embodiment without closed ends would be inoperative, the "presence of 
inoperative embodiments within the scope of a claim does not necessarily render a claim 
nonenabled." Atlas Powder Co. v. EL du Pont de Nemours & Co., 750 F.2d 1569, 1577, 224 
USPQ 409, 414 (Fed. Cir. 1984), quoted at MPEP § 2164.08(b). In fact, there is no reason to 
suppose that an embodiment of a cartridge with the ends unclosed would be inoperative. These 
cartridges are usually used in a housing of some sort which might assist in restricting axial flow. 
Furthermore, even an open ended cartridge can be configured as a radial flow cartridge such that 
substantially all the flow exists radially. In the illustrated embodiments, the flow through the 
filter would be primarily in the radial direction, even if the ends were open. Thus, it is 
respectfully submitted that the present claims are clear and definite. 

Claims 7 and 8 were rejected as indefinite. The examiner points out that claim 7 recites 
an "elastic" band, and claim 8 recites a band that "permits radial expansion," and that claims 7 
and 8 are dependent from claim 6, which recites a band that "inhibits radial expansion." The 
examiner does not explain why this gives rise to indefiniteness. The common definition of the 
term "inhibit" is to restrict. See, for example, Merriam- Webster Online Dictionary: "to moderate 
or limit the force, effect, development, or full exercise of." An elastic band in the present 
invention, moderates or restricts the expansion of the liner. However, to expedite prosecution of 
this case, claims 7 and 8 have been made dependent directly from claim 1, and the rejection is 
therefore moot. 

Claim 13 was rejected as indefinite because it depended from canceled claim 2. Claim 13 
has been corrected and now depends from claim 1 . 

Allowable subject matter: 

The examiner's allowance of claims 23-26, and the examiner's indication that claim 14 
defines allowable subject matter, are acknowledged with appreciation. 
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Conclusion: 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejections 
and allowance of all of claims 1 and 3-26 as presented in this response are earnestly solicited. 

If the Examiner believes that direct communication with Applicants' representative will 
help advance this application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Robert E. Cannuscio 
Registration No. 36,469 
DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
One Logan Square 
18 th & Cherry Streets 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-6996 
Tel: (215)988-3303 
Fax: (215)988-2757 

Attorney for Applicants 
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